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Abstract
Objective: The purpose of this is research is to further LGBTQ-related research in the
education space by examining the LGBTQ college campus climate of Seattle Pacific
University (SPU), a non-affirming religiously affiliated university and Denominational
Institution of the Free Methodist Church. SPU has recently come into the national
spotlight for its non-affirming stance on LGBTQ issues, specifically its controversial
hiring policy banning employees from having sexual intercourse with the same gender.
This study hypothesizes that perceptions of the LGBTQ climate at SPU will be related to
campus satisfaction for students who identify as sexual minorities as well as sexual
majorities.
Method: This research included responses from a participant sample of 439
undergraduate students. Each student rated their overall satisfaction with the college
along with their perceptions of the campus LGBTQ climate. Additionally, each student
was asked about their sexual orientation and gender identity to determine if they
identified as either a sexual majority or sexual minority. To address the study’s research
objective, a multiple moderated regression analysis of sexual/gender identity on the
relationship between perceptions of LGBTQ campus climate and college satisfaction was
used, with years spent at SPU as a covariate.
Results: Perceptions of LGBTQ college campus climate predicted college satisfaction for
both sexual minority (B1 = -.47, p < .001) and majority students (B0 = -.15, p < .001).
While the relationship was significant for both groups, it was notably stronger for
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minority students. Additionally, the results of follow-up t-tests pointed out that sexual
majority students reported higher ratings of college satisfaction and more positive
perceptions of the LGBTQ campus climate as compared to minority students.
Conclusions: These findings highlight some of the differences between majority and
minority students while also supporting the hypothesized model by suggesting a common
theme among sexual majority and minority students such that LGBTQ climate is related
to college satisfaction for both sample populations.
Keywords: LGBTQ, campus climate, higher education, college satisfaction,
sexual minority, NARAU
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CHAPTER I:
Introduction and Literature Review
The struggle towards LGBTQ equality at Seattle Pacific University (SPU) has
been decades in the making. Founded in 1891, the Free Methodist university has grown
alongside the city of Seattle (est. 1869) for the past 131 years. During that time, Seattle
has grown into a haven for the LGBTQ community and a leading city for LGBTQ
advocacy. During those same 131 years, the Free Methodist Church (FMC) along with
the leadership at SPU have largely maintained a conservative stance on sexual ethics
aligned with an evangelical interpretation of the bible which serves as the basis for the
university’s LGBTQ policies. Matthew Thomas, a Free Methodist bishop, detailed the
church’s view on homosexuality as a lifestyle choice and a “sexual expression of
brokenness and sin” while also comparing it to “incest, pederasty, and bestiality”
(Thomas, 2016). Regarding the FMC’s relationship with SPU, the university currently
retains a Denominational Institutional affiliation (SPU Facts, n.d.) which is the highest
level of affiliation within the FMC (Bishop Linda Adams et al., 2019).
While SPU remains closely affiliated with the FMC, some progressive changes
have occurred in recent years regarding the university’s stance on LGBTQ issues. In
2007, a visit to campus from Equality Ride (a touring LGBT rights advocacy group)
sparked action among SPU students who began taking steps to establish a Gay/Straight
Alliance club (Keppel, 2007) which was later renamed, Haven. Although formed in 2007,
Haven was repeatedly denied an official club status until 2013 (Blanksma, 2009, 2010;
Nowicki, 2021; Scott & Keppel, 2008). A separate progressive change was made at the
end of 2018; all undergraduate students at SPU are required to sign a Room and Meal
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Plan Contract agreeing that they will comply with the rules and policies in the Student
Handbook and acknowledging that any violation of the Handbook’s rules or policies can
result in the termination of the student’s campus housing and meals (University Services,
2018). In December of 2018, a statute in the Student Handbook prohibiting homosexual
sexual activities among students was removed meaning that students would no longer
have to fear disciplinary action, such as expulsion from campus housing, for being gay
(C. Strawn, personal communication, April 25, 2022; Seattle Pacific University
Undergraduate Student Handbook, 2018).
Relatedly, as of October 2022, SPU does not offer full-time faculty or staff
positions to individuals who engage in same-sex sexual activity or any sexual activity
outside of marriage (Human Resources, n.d.). SPU’s discriminatory employment
practices and conservative views on sexuality had remained largely unknown to its
students and even the university’s own employees (O’Brien et al., 2022) until January of
2021 when Jéaux Rinedahl, an adjunct nursing professor at SPU, filed a lawsuit against
the university (Takahama, 2021). The lawsuit claimed that Professor Rinedahl was
denied a full-time nursing position at SPU because he was not heterosexual. The lawsuit
and subsequent media coverage brought SPU’s discriminatory employment policy into
public view and resulted in a wave of outrage that gained further momentum on April
12th of 2021 after the university’s Board of Trustees announced that they would maintain
the discriminatory policy despite the lawsuit and the SPU community’s vocal support for
Professor Rinedahl, because changing the employment policy would contradict SPU’s
Statement of Faith and terminate the university’s affiliation with the FMC (Pae, 2021).
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In the months that have followed the Board’s decision, there has been a collective
movement pushing for LGBTQ equality that has included SPU students, faculty, staff,
and alumni (Oscarson, 2021). As part of this movement, the Associated Students of
Seattle Pacific (ASSP) partnered with volunteers from SPU’s clinical and industrialorganizational psychology programs to create, distribute, analyze, and interpret the
results of a campus-wide survey. The purpose of this survey was to examine the attitudes,
experiences, and behaviors of current students and employees regarding SPU’s
statements, policies, and practices that impact sexual and gender expression. The survey
was developed to measure and assess an abundance of topics and constructs, but the
scope of this dissertation will narrow down to focus on exploring the relationship
between students’ satisfaction with SPU and their perception of the campus climate for
LGBTQ peoples particularly as it relates to respondents’ self-identification as either
LGBTQ or cisgender heterosexual.
Terminology
As this research specifically relates to the LGBTQ community, an explanation of
relevant terminology will be discussed here with definitions being sourced from
Merriam-Webster (n.d.). Although, prior to discussing the meaning of relevant terms, it
should be noted that many of these terms remain fluid and are not necessarily uniform
among the academic community or the general population. The LGBTQ-related terms
that are relevant to the present study relate to one of two categories: sexual orientation or
gender identity. Sexual orientation refers to a person’s sexual identity which can be, but
is not limited to, an attraction to the opposite sex (e.g., heterosexual/straight), the same
sex (e.g., gay or lesbian), both sexes (e.g., bisexual), or neither sex (e.g., asexual). Gender
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identity refers to an individual’s personal sense of self as either male, female, both (e.g.,
gender fluid), or neither (e.g., non-binary). If a person’s gender identity matches the sex
they were assigned at birth (e.g., a person born with a penis who later identifies as male),
that person is considered cisgender. If a person’s gender identity differs from their sex at
birth (e.g., a person born with a penis who later identifies as a female, non-binary, or
gender fluid), that person is considered transgender. The LGBTQ acronym used in this
dissertation represents the terms lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer which is
considered an umbrella term for individuals who are not cisgender heterosexuals, but
their sexual orientations and/or gender identities cannot be considered lesbian, gay,
bisexual, or transgender (e.g., asexual or non-binary).
While a key component of the present study is the comparison between cisgender
heterosexual students and LGBTQ students, alternative terminology (i.e., sexual majority
and minority) will be used to simplify the verbiage throughout the rest of this paper.
Additionally, the shorthand terms of majority and minority will be referring to sexuality
as compared to race. Please note that the term sexual minority will be used to encompass
sexual orientation minorities (e.g., gay, bisexual) as well as gender identity minorities
(e.g., transgender, non-binary). Lastly, as previously mentioned, the language
surrounding the LGBTQ community continues to change; as such, this dissertation will
cite or quote previous academic literature using the authors’ original terminology in order
to maintain an accurate representation of their research.
Satisfaction with Education
As a field, psychology has an established history of measuring various dimensions
of an individual’s satisfaction whether that be satisfaction with their life, their job (Aziri,
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2011), or their economic consumption (Oh, 1999). The reason for this focus is warranted;
self-reported satisfaction is a distal variable, but it holds high utility. Objectively
measured dependent variables such as measures of productivity or return on investment
(ROI) can be notoriously difficult to accurately assess, but satisfaction can be used as a
reliable proxy variable which allows researchers to rely on self-reported survey metrics
rather than forgoing the complex task of isolating objective measures of outcomes
(Freeman, 1978). For example, within organizational psychology, there has been metaanalytic support for job satisfaction as a significant predictor of individual workplace
performance (Judge et al., 2001) as well as business-unit performance such as customer
satisfaction, employee turnover, workplace safety, productivity, and profitability (Harter
et al., 2002).
Saif (2014) defined satisfaction as “a feeling of happiness and joy that individuals
obtain when they have fulfilled their human needs and desires” (p. 174), but a specified
operationalization of satisfaction is contingent upon environmental context. Within the
context of education, student satisfaction refers to a “short-term attitude resulting from an
evaluation of students' educational experience, services and facilities” (Weerasinghe et
al., 2017, p. 533). Students who report higher levels of satisfaction tend to achieve higher
levels of academic performance (Meneghel et al., 2019) and student retention (Herbert,
2006). Beyond the classroom, more satisfied students tend to have better skill
development (Lai et al., 2015) and feel more prepared for entering the workforce (Martin
et al., 2000).
The unique social and emotional challenges of the college experience help to
explain how satisfaction is a key variable contributing towards overall success in higher
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education (Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994). Previous literature has demonstrated that the
social-cognitive influences on ratings of college satisfaction are notably important,
particularly for marginalized groups, since students’ collegiate outcomes can suffer
detrimentally from negative social-cognitive influences such as a lack of minority role
models (Hornsby et al., 2017), difficulties making social connections (Bailey et al.,
2020), perceptions of unfair treatment (Helm et al., 1998), as well as social and
environmental adjustment for transfer and nontraditional students (Laanan et al., 2010;
Wyatt, 2011). Consequently, the operationalization of college satisfaction, the dependent
variable of this study, will encompass both a social-cognitive dimension as well as an
academic one with the idea that the measure will be attuned to acknowledge differences
between majority and marginalized groups.
Impact of Climate and Culture
The organizational climate and culture of a workplace can significantly affect the
experience of the people within it (Schneider et al., 2013); similarly, the experience of
students is affected by the climate and culture of the school. The National School Climate
Council has described school climate as being “based on patterns of school life
experiences and reflects norms, goals, values, interpersonal relationships, teaching,
learning and leadership practices, and organizational structures” (2007, p. 5). A
longitudinal study of over a thousand middle schoolers explored how student perceptions
of educational climate impacted their academic and psychological adjustment; the
researchers found that perceptions of differential treatment were correlated with greater
levels of angry and depressive behavior along with lowered feelings of self-esteem,
academic values, and academic achievement (Roeser & Eccles, 1998). Within the context
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of higher education, Elliott and Healy (2001) found that campus climate was a leading
contributor to student satisfaction such that students valued the perception of an
educational atmosphere where they felt pride for their school and experienced a sense of
belonging.
Organizational climate of any kind has unique impacts on marginalized groups.
Racial disparities in education have improved over time (Espinosa et al., 2019), but
concerning gaps still exist. A report from the National Center for Education Statistics
(Irwin et al., 2021) found that, compared to other races and ethnicities, White and Asian
students were more likely to graduate from high school, more likely to enroll in
postsecondary education, and more likely to graduate from postsecondary education.
Research by Helm et al. (1998) explored some of the factors contributing toward racial
disparities in postsecondary education by measuring how race moderated the relationship
between school climate and student satisfaction. The authors reported that the perceived
cultural climate of colleges had a more noticeable impact on the satisfaction of Black
students compared to their White counterparts such that Black student satisfaction was
more negatively affected by racial pressures, faculty racism, and a lack of cross-cultural
comfort.
LGBTQ Wellbeing within School Climates
The impact of a negative school climate is not limited to race, it can also have a
detrimental effect on students who report having a sexual orientation or gender that does
not subscribe to a heteronormative or cisnormative identity. A report by Kosciw et al.
(2020) examined factors related to school climate for LGBTQ high school students and
found that LGBTQ youths who experienced discrimination were more likely to miss
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school and to have a lower GPA when compared to LGBTQ students who did not
experience discrimination. Additionally, LGBTQ students who reported having
supportive school staff were more likely to graduate and pursue post-secondary education
while also being less likely to feel unsafe at school because of their sexual orientation or
gender expression. The consequences of a negative school climate can have serious
consequences beyond the classroom. Hatzenbuehler et al. (2014) gathered archival survey
data to explore the relationship between school climate for LGBTQ students and suicidal
ideation. Their results suggested that suicidal ideation in LGBTQ students tended to be
more prevalent in less protective school climates, and that disparities in suicidal thoughts
between cisgender hetero students and LGBTQ students nearly disappeared entirely in
the study’s top schools with the most protective climates.
For this study, the operationalization of school climate will be specifically
focused on the LGBTQ campus climate of a post-secondary university. Szymanski and
Bissonette (2020) had a similar focus for the development of their scale designed to
measure students’ perceptions of LGBTQ college campus climates. Their
operationalization of LGBTQ college campus climate is comprised of two factors
(LGBTQ stigma and college response to LGBTQ students) and was built upon
organizational psychology literature (Eisenberger et al., 1997) and minority stress theory
(Meyer, 2003) which suggest that marginalized group members are negatively impacted
when they perceive insufficient organizational support and experience stigma from fellow
group members. In alignment with the prior research from Szymanski and Bissonette, the
current study will adopt their operationalization of perceptions of LGBTQ college
campus climate and will refer to this construct in shorthand as LGBTQ campus climate.
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LGBTQ Wellbeing within Religious Climates
A unique and noteworthy aspect of the current study is that it will examine
satisfaction and LGBTQ campus climate within the context of an institutional foundation
firmly built upon a cornerstone of Christianity (Our History: 1891–1919 | Seattle Pacific
University, n.d.). Within the United States, the LGBTQ community has faced a lengthy
history of persecution from a wide variety of religious organizations (Bourn, 2016), but
the relationship between religiosity and wellbeing is not inherently negative for LGBTQ
individuals as faith-based communities can provide positive experiences as well as
negative ones (Barnes & Meyer, 2012). Some studies that have assessed the religiosity
and life satisfaction of LGBTQ populations have found modest positive correlations
between religiosity and life satisfaction (Lease et al., 2005; Szymanski & Carretta, 2020)
while others have identified non-significant relationships between the two variables
(Barnes & Meyer; Foster et al., 2017; Huffman et al., 2020).
Rather than a direct negative relationship between religiosity and wellbeing, the
harmful psychological impact that religion can have on LGBTQ persons is a more
complex process. The mediation model outlined by Szymanski and Carretta (2020)
articulates the mechanisms of that process such that religious-based sexual stigma (RSS)
only contributed to negative psychological outcomes (increased psychological distress &
decreased wellbeing) via a full mediation through religious struggle and internalized
heterosexism. Expanding upon that mediation, Szymanski and Carretta found that
religiosity moderated the indirect effect of RSS on negative psychological outcomes
through internalized heterosexism such that the indirect path was significant at high and
mean levels of religiosity, but not at low levels. The role of religiosity in contributing
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towards internalized heterosexism has been reported in a sizeable number of LGBTQrelated studies (Barnes & Meyer, 2012; Foster et al., 2017; Rodriguez & Ouellette, 2000;
Schuck & Liddle, 2001; Stern & Wright, 2018; Szymanski & Carretta). In essence, the
harmful psychological effect that religion can have on the psychological health of
LGBTQ individuals is a conditional multi-step process where (a) there is exposure to
religious environments where messages of stigma are prevalent, (b) higher self-reported
ratings of religiosity result in a greater likelihood to internalize the stigma, and (c) that
internalization then has negative consequences for mental health (Barnes & Meyer;
Szymanski & Carretta). Understanding the mechanisms of this process helps to explain
how the relationship between religiosity and life satisfaction for minorities can be nonsignificant or positive in some religious environments (Barnes & Meyer; Foster et al.;
Huffman et al., 2020; Kıraç, 2016; Lease et al., 2005; Szymanski & Carretta), while
simultaneously explaining how religiosity was negatively correlated with life satisfaction
for minorities in a study that focused on Mormonism which is a non-affirming
denomination of Christianity (Lefevor et al., 2020).
LGBTQ Wellbeing within Religious School Climates
The preceding sections of this dissertation have addressed the importance of a
positive school climate for LGBTQ students as well as the psychological harm that can
result from non-affirming religious institutions, but, as SPU is a Free Methodist
university, it is relevant to acknowledge that this study will take place at the intersection
of a school climate that exists within a non-affirming religiously affiliated university
(NARAU). Religious education can have positive effects on adolescents’ mental health,
but negative consequences such as social isolation and discrimination may also manifest
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(Estrada et al., 2019), especially for LGBTQ youth (Maher, 2013; Newman et al., 2018).
A 2021 report on Christian colleges identified that 12% of students self-identified as
sexual minorities and 2% as gender minorities, but these students often faced frequent
adverse experiences on campus (Schwichtenberg, 2021). Among minority students at
NARAUs, 37% reported being bullied or harassed because of their sexual orientation,
and 17% reported that a mental health professional had attempted to change their sexual
orientation (Wolff et al., 2016). Among transgender and gender non-conforming (TGNC)
students at Christian universities, a qualitative study reported thematic categories that
included feelings of invisibility on campus, rejection by peers and faculty, as well as
religious ambivalence and psychological conflict (Wolff et al., 2017). LGBTQ students
disproportionately face challenging and complex obstacles that stem distinctly from
religious higher education (Rockenbach & Crandall, 2016), although, it should be noted
that supportive university policies and programs can do a lot to help prevent and mitigate
the harmful effects that LGBTQ students are likely to experience on religious campuses
(Hughes, 2020; Schwichtenberg, 2021; Wolff et al., 2016, 2017).
Perception Discrepancies Between Sexual Majority and Minority Groups
Consequences of a negative climate for LGBTQ people have been discussed, but
this study will also be exploring how sexual majority students will understand and be
impacted by the negative LGBTQ campus climate in comparison to LGBTQ students.
Two studies have sought to examine perception differences between sexual minorities
and majorities at the macro level. Blosnich et al. (2019) analyzed 2015 CDC data from 21
states, but with a focus on the state of Indiana. For Indiana, 2015 was a particularly
significant year because it was the only state included in the sample that passed religious
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freedom restoration act (RFRA) legislation which is a classification of laws that hold the
potential to be used to perpetuate LGBTQ discrimination on the basis of religion. The
researchers found that Indiana was the only state that reported significant increases in
unhealthy days among minority adults, and that unhealthy days reported by the majority
adults of Indiana remained unaffected. In a study that similarly took a macro approach to
explore this discrepancy, Flores et al. (2018) examined the relationship between
advertisements against marriage equality and emotional well-being for 12 states. Their
results found increased levels of stress and sadness for LGBT people exposed to the ads
while majority individuals who were exposed to the ads reported no significant changes
in their well-being.
To examine the effect of LGBTQ climate at a more micro level, (Pichler et al.,
2017) developed a cross-level conceptual model to examine the impact of LGBTsupportive policies for all workers regardless of sexual orientation. While considerable
differences exist between workplace and educational organizations, the model builds
upon perceived organizational support (POS) theory (Eisenberger et al., 1997) and
organizational justice theory (Greenberg, 1987) which are both applicable to both
organization types. Pichler et al. utilize these theories to propose that LGBT-supportive
policies increase perceptions of organizational support, and that that relationship is
mediated, in part, by perceptions of organizational justice. The model suggests that
LGBT-affirming employees, despite not being directly impacted by LGBT-supportive
policies, will view their workplace as being more fair and, therefore, more supportive
overall. To advance this proposition, they cited a variety of studies that have examined
how employees will value supportive workplace practices and policies even when those
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employees are not the direct beneficiaries (Allen et al., 2003; Cordes, 2012; Kurtessis et
al., 2017).
Supportive policies have the power to positively impact climate for all members
of an organization, but the lens through which marginalized groups perceive climate
deserves further investigation specifically within educational settings. A review of school
climate literature (Thapa et al., 2013) compiled multiple studies where students of racial
minorities had lower perceptions of their schools’ climate compared to racial majority
students; and, when Watkins and Aber (2009) specifically asked students about school
racial climate, they reported that White males were the demographic group who reported
the most positive perceptions of racial fairness at their schools. These discrepancies of
perceptions of climate can also apply to sexual orientation and gender identity; a study of
33 schools found differences in students’ perceptions of sexual diversity climate, such
that those that identified as minorities had significantly lower perceptions of the sexual
diversity climate than did students who identified as majorities (Szalacha, 2003).
I will use this study as a means to respond to identified gaps in the literature. For
example, Schulte et al. (2006) investigated the relationship between organizational
climate and employee satisfaction but suggested that future researchers should explore
more specified dimensions of climate in varying environments, and Lee et al. (2021)
requested future research examine how LGBTQ identity may impact organizational
perceptions. In this study, I will operationalize LGBTQ campus climate using the
measure from Szymanski and Bissonette (2020) and will help to provide further
validation for their measure while also responding to research requests to include sexual
minority and majority participants in assessments of LGBTQ climate (Pichler et al.,
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2017). Lastly, LGBTQ students within university populations are vastly under-researched
along with a wide-spread omission of LGBTQ demographics in higher education journals
(Garvey, 2014), consequently, this study will be an opportunity to contribute toward
addressing this deficit in the literature.
Research Model and Hypotheses
The purpose of this study is to examine the moderating effect of sexual minority
or majority identity on the relationship between perceptions of the LGBTQ campus
climate and satisfaction with college. Within this model (Figure 1), I make the following
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: There is a negative relationship between perceptions of LGBTQ
college campus climate (inversely scored) and college satisfaction.
Hypothesis 2: The relationship between LGBTQ campus climate and college
satisfaction will be moderated by sexual minority or majority identity, such that climate
will be a stronger predictor of satisfaction for students who identify as sexual minorities
as compared to sexual majority students.
Figure 1
Theoretical Research Model
Sexual/Gender Minority
or Majority Identity

Perceptions of the
LGBTQ College Campus
Climate

Satisfaction with College

Number of Years
Attending SPU
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CHAPTER II:
Method
Participants and Sampling
The data used in this dissertation is drawn from a larger study that included staff,
faculty, undergraduate students, and graduate students. Given that the primary purpose of
the larger study was to collect attitudes, behaviors, and experiences from members of the
SPU community, all university employees and students received direct e-mail invitations
to participate. This dissertation is a secondary analysis of that data where I will solely be
analyzing the subset of undergraduate student data from the larger study. Within this
context, emails were sent to a total of 2,639 undergraduate students. In total, 17.3% of
undergraduates responded to and completed the survey. Any respondents who skipped
the demographics questions asking about gender or sexual orientation were removed
resulting in a total of 443 responses from university students. There were no incentives
offered to participants, and all survey responses were anonymized. See Table 1 for an
overview of participant demographics.
Table 1
Participant Demographics
Factor
Role at University
Undergraduate student

n (%)

439 (100)
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Gender
Female
Male
Gender non-conforming
Transwoman
Transman
Other

295 (67)
99 (23)
33 (8)
2 (0)
3 (1)
7 (2)

Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual
Homosexual
Bisexual
Asexual
Other

278 (63)
27 (6)
97 (22)
13 (3)
24 (5)

Sexual/Gender Identity
Sexual Majority
Sexual Minority

277 (63)
162 (37)

Religious Affiliation
Christian (all denominations)
Jewish
Buddhist
Muslim
Hindu
No religious affiliation
Other
No answer

289 (66)
1 (0)
7 (2)
6 (1)
1 (0)
102 (23)
14 (3)
19 (4)

Race
Asian or Pacific Islander
Black or African American
White or Caucasian
Hispanic or Latino
Native American
Multiracial
Other
No answer
Years at University
M

68 (15)
16 (4)
265 (60)
44 (10)
0 (0)
41 (9)
3 (1)
2 (0)

1.94

LGBTQ CLIMATE OF A NON-AFFIRMING UNIVERISTY
SD
Median

17
1.27
2.00

Note. This dissertation uses a subset of data that has been drawn from a larger study.
Survey distribution
Survey data was collected from November 2021 through mid-January 2022. All
participants were sent an email explaining the purpose of the study along with an
anonymous link directing them to take the survey in Qualtrics where they were asked for
their informed consent. Due to the length and format of the survey, respondents were
asked to avoid taking the survey on their mobile devices. A total of three reminder emails
were sent out during the months that the survey was live.
Measures and Operationalization
Demographics
Participants were asked four items regarding their personal demographics (gender,
sexual orientation, race, religious affiliation) and three items about their relation to the
university (role at university, tenure, department affiliation). These items were displayed
in the form of multiple-choice, multiple select, or open-ended questions. Although the
survey was otherwise anonymized (e.g., it did not collect latitude, longitude, nor IP
address; additionally, the associated e-mail address was irrevocably removed), we
retained embedded data for each respondent that identified their general role at the
university (i.e., staff, faculty, undergraduate student, or graduate student).
Perceptions of the LGBTQ College Campus Climate
A recent study by Szymanski and Bissonette (2020) set out to develop a scale for
quantitatively measuring perceptions of the LGBTQ climate on college campuses. The 6-
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item Perceptions of the LGBTQ College Campus Climate Scale is comprised of two 3item subscales: College Response to LGBTQ Students and LGBTQ Stigma. The
inclusion of this measure is ideal for this dissertation as the brevity and specificity of the
scale enabled us to conduct a campus-wide assessment of LGBTQ issues. The LGBTQ
campus climate scale asks respondents to evaluate their overall perceptions of LGBTQ
issues at their university by having them rate each of the six items on a 7-point scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Before calculating a score for
the LGBTQ campus climate scale, the third item on the subscale for College Response to
LGBTQ Students must be reverse coded (i.e., “My university/college provides a
supportive environment for LGBTQ students”). Next, the items from each of the two
subscales can be averaged together for the subscale scores and all six items can be
averaged together for an overall scale score. Higher scale scores indicate increasingly
negative perceptions of a college campus. Example items from the LGBTQ campus
climate scale include, “My university/college is cold and uncaring toward LGTBQ
students and issues” and “LGBTQ students are harassed on my university/college
campus.”
While other measures have been developed for quantitatively assessing the
LGBTQ climate of higher education campuses (e.g., Coulter & Rankin, 2020; Woodford
et al., 2015), the LGBTQ campus climate scale (Szymanski & Bissonette, 2020) appears
to have the strongest psychometric support despite the lack of subsequent evaluations of
the measure. Szymanski and Bissonette collected data from 646 participants from 96
different colleges/universities and reported that the LGBTQ campus climate scale
displayed satisfactory reliability for the total, College Response, and Stigma subscales,
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respectively ( = .85, 82, 83). In support of construct validity, Szymanski and Bissonette
conducted a series of bivariate correlations between their scale and related measures.
They found their scale was positively correlated with LGBTQ campus victimization (rs =
.35), anxiety (rs = .25), and depression (rs = .24) and negatively correlated with
satisfaction with college (rs = -.56) and intentions to persist in college (rs = -.27).
To support the structural validity of the LGBTQ campus climate scale, Szymanski
and Bissonette (2020) conducted exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory (CFA) factor
analyses. They split their sample and used 200 participants for the EFA and the
remaining 446 participants for the CFA. They conducted the EFA using a promax
rotation which resulted in a two-factor solution with the first factor (College Response to
LGBTQ Students) accounting for 57% of the variance and the second factor (LGBTQ
Stigma on Campus) accounting for 18% of the variance. To solidify the structural validity
of the two-factor model, the scale was subjected to a maximum likelihood CFA which
supported the two-factor solution, 2 (8) = 9.89, p = .27, CFI = 0.999, TLI = .997,
RMSEA = .023.
Satisfaction with College
Satisfaction with college was measured using a 5-item subscale from the Cultural
Attitudes and Climate Questionnaire developed by Helm et al. (1998). Respondents
evaluate each of the items of the college satisfaction subscale using a Likert-type scale
ranging from 1(Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). Scores for this subscale are
averaged together to create an overall score of college satisfaction. Helm et al. reported
good reliability for their subscale ( = .78) and the results from Szymanski and
Bissonette (2020) helped to support construct validity via a significant correlation
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between college satisfaction and intention to persist in college (rs = .53). Sample items
from this subscale include “I feel as though I belong in the university community” and “I
would recommend this university to siblings or friends as a good place to go.”
Sexual/Gender Identity – Majorities and Minorities
To further explore the relationship between LGBTQ campus climate and college
satisfaction, a dichotomous moderator was included by assigning participants either a
majority identity or minority identity based upon their sexual orientations and gender
identities. The survey did not specifically ask participants about their identity as a sexual
majority or minority (i.e., cisgender heterosexual or LGBTQ) so a new variable was
created to categorize participants’ identity as either majority or minority. This new
variable was calculated using two survey questions that had asked about participants’
sexual orientation and gender identity. In the demographics section of the survey,
participants were asked about their gender and sexual orientation. Respondents that selfidentified themselves as trans, gender non-conforming, homosexual, bisexual, or asexual
were considered LGBTQ and classified as minorities while the remaining respondents
included in this study were those who had self-identified as heterosexual and cisgender
and were classified as majorities.
Analyses
This study utilized a quantitative non-experimental single-group design to assess
the relationship between perceptions of the LGBTQ college campus climate (IV), college
satisfaction with college (DV), and sexual/gender identity (moderator) within the context
of a non-affirming Christian college. The hypothesis was be tested using a multiple
moderated regression (MMR) analysis to examine how sexual/gender identity impacted
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the prediction of college satisfaction from LGBTQ campus climate. Additionally, followup independent t-tests further explored differences between majority and minority
students regarding their perceptions of the LGBTQ campus climate and their ratings of
college satisfaction.
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CHAPTER III:
Results
Data Diagnostics
After data collection had ended, exactly 500 undergraduate students responded to
the survey and consented to participate. Of those respondents, some were immediately
removed for having skipped demographic questions (i.e., sexual orientation, gender
identity, years at SPU) that corresponded to variables that had been included in the
proposed theoretical model (see Figure 1). Twenty-two participants were removed
because they had not identified their sexual orientation and/or gender identity, and an
additional three were removed for not specifying how long they had attended SPU. Of the
data from the remaining participants, 3.87% of cells had missing data so Parent's (2013)
available item analysis (AIA) guidelines were used to manage the remaining missingness.
The scale for satisfaction with college had five items and was scored if at least four of the
items were non-missing. The scale for LGBTQ campus climate had six items and was
scored if at least five of the items were non-missing. Any participants who did not have
scores for climate scale or satisfaction scale were then removed; this resulted in a total of
439 remaining participants.
The distributional characteristics of the data showed that skew and kurtosis were
close to zero for each variable and fell well within the suggested parameters set by Kline
(2016). The Shapiro-Wilk test of normality was used to determine if the scaled variables
were normally distributed and results suggested that neither LGBTQ climate (W = .958, p
< .01) or college satisfaction (W = .973, p < .01) held normal distributions. To help
compensate this violation of the normality assumption, bootstrapping was incorporated
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into the primary regression analysis (Field, 2013); the use of bootstrapping produced
confidence intervals that were used to determine statistical significance in addition to the
p-values gathered from the MMR analysis. To check for outliers, Mahalanobis distance
scores were created using all four of the variables to be used in the MMR. Next, p-values
were calculated for each of the Mahalanobis distance scores to determine if they differed
more than three deviations beyond the mean, but none of the p-values were significant so
no cases were determined to be outliers. Homogeneity of variances was tested and
confirmed with Levene’s test which was not significant (.699). Since the primary
regression analysis included a categorical moderator, heteroscedasticity needed to be
checked for both moderator subgroups (i.e., sexual majority & minority participants).
This was visually assessed through residual scatterplots where each subgroup was found
to have an even spread of their residuals. In Table 2, multicollinearity was examined via
bivariate correlations and Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to check the reliability of the
two scales; both of which surpassed the alpha threshold of > .80 (Cortina, 1993).
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and Pearson Correlations
Variable

M

SD

Range

1

2

1. LGBTQ Campus
Climate

4.52

1.56

1-7

(.92)

2. Sexual/Gender
Identity

0.37

0.48

0-1

.35**

-

3. Years at SPU

1.94

1.27

0.25-6

.24**

-.02

3

All Participants

-

4
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4. Satisfaction with
College

24

4.62

1.24

1-7

-.37** -.30** -.14**

1. LGBTQ Campus
Climate

4.10

.a

1-7

(.92)

2. Sexual/Gender
Identity

0.00

0.00

0

3. Years at SPU

1.96

1.31

4. Satisfaction with
College

4.90

1. LGBTQ Campus
Climate

(.85)

Sexual Majority Participants

.a

-

0.25-6

.24**

.a

1.20

1-7

-.22** .a

5.24

1.20

1-7

(.87)

2. Sexual/Gender
Identity

1.00

0.00

1

3. Years at SPU

1.92

1.22

4. Satisfaction with
College

4.14

1.17

-.14*

(.85)

Sexual Minority Participants

.a

-

0.25-6

.30**

.a

1-6.2

-.50** .a

-.18*

(.82)

Note. N = 439. Sexual/Gender Identity is coded 0 = Majority and 1 = Minority.
* p < .05 level (two-tailed). ** p < .01 level (2-tailed).
a

Cannot be computed because Sexual/Gender Identity is constant.

Testing Procedures for Theoretical Model
To test the hypothesized model (see Figure 1) required the use of a moderated
multiple regression (MMR) analysis which was then conducted within the SPSS Statistics
platform using hierarchical regression. The model proposed that the negative relationship
between LGBTQ campus climate and satisfaction with college would be moderated by
students’ identity as either a sexual majority (cisgender heterosexual) or minority
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(LGBTQ). The proposed interaction hypothesized that LGBTQ climate would be a
stronger predictor of college satisfaction for students who identify as minorities as
compared to majority students. The number of years that students spent at SPU was
included as a covariate in the MMR to control for any influence that might be due to time
spent at the university. Results of the MRR (see Table 3) supported a significant
interaction effect that accounted for 20% of the variance. Upon probing the interaction,
significant simple main effects were identified at both values of the dichotomous
moderator: majority students (B0 = -.15, p < .001) as well as minority students (B1 = -.47,
p < .001). Follow-up independent t-tests were conducted to examine if there were
significant differences between majority and minority students regarding their
perceptions of the LGBTQ campus climate as well as their ratings of satisfaction with
college. For LGBTQ campus climate, majority students (M = 4.11, SD = 1.60) and
minority students (M = 5.24, SD = 1.20) demonstrated significant differences t(437) = 7.89, p < .01. For satisfaction with college, once again majority students (M = 4.90, SD =
1.20) and minority students (M = 4.14, SD = 1.17) demonstrated significant differences
between the two groups t(437) = 6.49, p < .01.
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Table 3
Moderated Regression Analysis of Sexual/Gender Identity on the Relationship Between Perceptions of LGBTQ Campus Climate and
College Satisfaction, with Years at SPU as Covariate
Satisfaction with College
95% CI
Variable

B

SE

t

Model 1

F
8.97

R2

∆R2

.02**

.02

Lower

Upper

Intercept

4.89**

.11

45.57

4.68

5.11

Years at SPU

-.14**

.05

-3.00

-.23

-.05

Model 2

31.08

.18**

.16

Intercept

5.98**

.17

34.76

5.59

6.37

Years at SPU

-.08

.04

-1.72

-.16

.01

Sexual/Gender Identity

-.51**

.12

-4.20

-.75

-.27

LGBTQ Campus Climate

-.23**

.04

-5.95

-.317

-.14

Model 3

27.55

.20**

.03

Intercept

5.65**

.19

29.59

5.21

6.08

Years at SPU

-.07

.04

-1.54

-.15

.02
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Sexual/Gender Identity

1.08*

.44

2.46

.11

2.01

LGBTQ Campus Climate

-.15**

.04

-3.53

-.26

-.05

LGBTQ Campus
-.32**
Climate*Sexual/Gender Identity

.09

-3.76

-.50

-.14

Note. N = 439. Sexual/Gender Identity is coded 0 = Majority and 1 = Minority.
* p < .05 level (two-tailed). ** p < .01 level (2-tailed).
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CHAPTER IV:
Discussion
The primary purpose of this research was to examine the relationship between
undergraduate students’ perceptions of the LGBTQ campus climate and their overall
feelings of satisfaction with Seattle Pacific University, a non-affirming private Christian
university. Using moderated multiple regression, the relationship between climate and
satisfaction was able to be further dissected by analyzing the categorical moderation
effects of majority and minority students, as well as by including the number of years
spent at SPU which was determined to be a non-significant covariate within the
hierarchical regression model. Findings from this analysis supported the hypothesized
model by suggesting a common theme among majority and minority students such that
LGBTQ climate is related to college satisfaction for both sample populations. While this
common theme was present among both groups, follow-up t-tests were conducted to
explore for potential differences between the majority and minority groups. The
following sections will discuss the garnered insights from those analyses before
purposing some of the theoretical and practical implications of this research. Lastly, a
handful of research limitations for this study will be highlighted and discussed.
Summary of Findings
The proposed model for this study was fully supported. That is, LGBTQ campus
climate predicted college satisfaction for both groups of students, but the relationship was
stronger for students who identified as minorities compared to majority students (see
Figure 2). While the LGBTQ climate of SPU did not have a direct impact on majority
students, findings suggested that majority students were still concerned such that their
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perceptions of the LGBTQ campus climate were related to their evaluations of college
satisfaction. For students who identified as minorities and were directly impacted by
LGBTQ climate, the relationship between climate and college satisfaction was
significantly stronger (i.e., steeper slope) than it was for the majority students. In addition
to the differences in slopes between the two groups, the results of the t-tests show that
majority students reported higher ratings of college satisfaction and more positive
perceptions of the LGBTQ campus climate as compared to minority students. In
summary, these findings suggest that, for minority students, not only is the relationship
amplified between LGBTQ climate and college satisfaction, but minority students
average more negative scores on both variables.
Figure 2
The Relationship Between LGBTQ College Campus Climate and Satisfaction with
College, as Moderated by Sexual/Gender Identity
7

Satisfaction with College

6
5
4
3

Majority Identity
Status
(Cisgender-Heterosexual)

2

Minority Identity
Status
(LGBTQ)

1
1

2

3
4
5
LGBTQ College Campus Climate
(Inversely Scored)

6

7
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A couple of small, but noteworthy additional findings were identified. First, the
covariate of the number of years that students had attended SPU was initially found to
have a negative relationship (B = -.14) with college satisfaction in the first model of
Table 3, but that relationship became insignificant as soon as the variables of
sexual/gender identity and LGBTQ climate were introduced into the model. The second
noteworthy finding identified was the standard deviation of the mean for LGBTQ climate
among majority students (SD = 1.60). This standard deviation was unexpectedly higher
than the other three that were reported which ranged from 1.17 to 1.20. This high
deviation is especially surprising when considering that the majority group had 115 more
participants than the minority group (n = 277; n = 162), and deviations around the mean
are expected to decrease as sample sizes increases (Sullivan, 2008).
Theoretical Implications and Future Research
The findings of this study reinforce and build upon the original development and
psychometric evaluation of the LGBTQ College Campus Climate Scale conducted by
Szymanski and Bissonette (2020). Szymanski and Bissonette reported that the construct
validity of their LGBTQ climate scale was supported via its correlation with college
satisfaction among LGBTQ students (rs = -.56). The present study identified a similar
correlation between LGBTQ climate and college satisfaction among LGBTQ students (r
= -.50), but a significant correlation was also identified among cis-gender heterosexual
students (r = -.22), which is a participant demographic that had not been included by
Szymanski and Bissonette. The results of this new demographic suggest that majority
students are cognizant of and impacted by LGBTQ climate, suggesting that it may not be
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necessary to limit the Perceptions of the LGBTQ Campus Climate Scale to minority
students as the scale may also hold utility for majority students.
Additionally, this study contributes towards the existing literature about the
impact that an organizational-level climate can have on individual wellbeing (Schneider
& Snyder, 1975; Schulte et al., 2006). This relationship between organizational climate
and individual wellbeing has been addressed within the context of education (Samdal et
al., 1998; Zullig et al., 2011) but there has been far less research on schools’ LGBTQ
climate and no research that has examined how LGBTQ climate impacts the wellbeing of
majority students. The conceptual model from Pichler et al. (2017) illustrated how sexual
diversity climate (i.e., “formal and informal organizational characteristics contributing to
employee welfare”) for LGBT workers (Liddle et al., 2004, p.33), can impact perceptions
of organizational support for both minority and majority employees. Relatedly, the
findings from the current survey showcase how LGBTQ campus climate, within the
context of a religious university, can contribute towards minority and majority students’
feelings of satisfaction.
While the current study combined all LGBTQ participants within the singular
group of sexual minorities, prior literature has noted that the LGBTQ community is not a
monolith and that each group within the community deserves unique consideration within
the research literature (Pusch, 2005). For example, previous research examining Christian
colleges has identified significantly differing experiences between sexual minority
students and gender minority students such as 29% of sexual minority students feeling as
though they do not belong at their college compared to 47% of gender minority students
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(Schwichtenberg, 2021). Future research should seek to differentiate between sexual and
gender minorities for more granular insights into these two groups.
Future research that focuses on the LGBTQ climate of religious universities may
want to examine the role of religious affiliation as well as differing levels of religiosity.
The policies, beliefs, and treatment towards LGBTQ individuals can vary widely between
different religious denominations and sects (Coley, 2017) and the extent to which
religious individuals embrace their denomination and sect can influence their experiences
and perceptions (Barnes & Meyer, 2012). The finding that was reported previously
regarding the unexpectedly high standard deviation for LGBTQ climate among majority
students (SD = 1.60) may have been related to religious factors such that religiously
conservative majority students could have had more positive perceptions of LGBTQ
campus climate compared to religiously contemporary majority students. Comparably,
Finlay and Walther (2003) found that religious affiliation and attendance of heterosexual
university students significantly impacted the extent to which those students thought
LGB people are mistreated in society.
Practical Implications
The results of this study help to provide some practical guidance for colleges and
universities. First, LGBTQ Climate had a very strong impact on college satisfaction,
regardless of minority or majority identity, so colleges and universities that wish to
maximize the satisfaction of their undergraduate students should be paying close
attention to their LGBTQ climate. The percentage of LGBTQ youth has steadily
continued to increase over the years (Jones, 2021), and awareness and concern around
LGBTQ issues has become an increasingly important factor for sexual majority
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individuals (Steffens & Preuß, 2020). At the same time, stigma against the LGBTQ
community is on the rise (Gruberg et al., 2020). With these changes in the societal
landscape, universities should hold themselves responsible for taking an active role in
protecting and responding to their LGBTQ students.
When reduced to a purely transactional objectification, awareness of the
relationship between LGBTQ climate and student satisfaction may provide financial
incentives for universities. Students’ feelings of satisfaction with their university have
been shown to be related to their likelihood to recommend the university to friends and
family (Kara et al., 2022), to continue attending the university (Szymanski & Bissonette,
2020), and to donate once they graduate (Van Horn, 2002). Beyond providing a
welcoming, safe, and ethical environment for students, LGBTQ climate may likely have
a direct impact on university revenue.
Another implication to note is that the numbers of years spent at SPU did not have
a significant relationship with campus satisfaction once additional variables were
introduced. Consequently, universities should not assume that time spent at a university
will, alone, have an impact on students’ satisfaction since the results of this study suggest
that the number of years spent at SPU became insignificant once sexual/gender identity
and LGBTQ climate were included in the regression model.
Limitations
A few important research limitations should be acknowledged in conjunction with
the findings reported in this study. First, this study did not meet the criteria of an
experimental research design such that there was no manipulation of the IV, no random
sampling or assignment, and only one extraneous variable was ruled out as a covariate
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(Shadish et al., 2001). As such, the relationship between LGBTQ Campus Climate (IV)
and College Satisfaction (DV) reported in this study should not be inferred to be causal.
Additional limitations include threats to the internal and external validity of these
research findings. The data used in this study was collected from a single survey and the
purpose of that survey was a practical and urgent response to the escalating contention
regarding LGBTQ issues on the SPU campus. While the survey results proved practical,
it is possible that the timing of the data collection may have led to history effects
affecting the study’s internal validity. The two external events that may have contributed
to history effects in this study would be the campus contention resulting from the
discrimination lawsuit filed against SPU as well as the COVID-19 pandemic and the
resulting stressful psychological effects. Student perceptions of the LGBTQ climate or
their evaluations of college satisfaction could have been either heightened or reduced in
response to the events at SPU that were concurrent with survey data collection (Oscarson,
2021; Vu, 2021). In regard to the COVID-19 pandemic, there is recent research to
suggest that the pandemic has had a harmful impact on the mental health of college
students (Wang et al., 2020) so it is probable that students’ survey scores may have been
artificially depressed because of this external factor that is unrelated to SPU. Another
potential threat to internal validity is nonresponse bias. While the survey was promoted
and distributed as neutrally as possible, the political nature of the survey content may
have dissuaded some students who were in support of maintaining SPU’s discriminatory
hiring policy. Lastly, a notable threat to external validity comes from the interaction of
the causal relationship with the setting of Seattle Pacific University. Data was gathered
from a single university within a particularly progressive city and the results of this
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research may not hold if this study were conducted at a university where majority
students were not as aware or concerned about the LGBTQ climate of their campus.
Conclusion
This study of undergraduate students at a non-affirming Evangelical university
provides insight into the perceptions and attitudes of both sexual minority and majority
students. Even within an environment of conservative Christianity, there is still a
significant level of care and concern for a group that has historically been the target of
religious prejudice and discrimination. The results of this study will hopefully continue to
help move the needle towards creating educational and religious environments that are
safe and accepting for people of all backgrounds and identities.
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